REMARKS 

A telephone interview was conducted between Applicants' counsel (the 
undersigned) and Examiner Javaid Nasri on January 17, 2007. Applicants would like to 
extend their appreciation to Examiner Nasri for his courtesy in the telephone interview. 
In that telephone interview, the differences between the current invention and the prior 
art were discussed, as described herein, and certain general and specific claim 
amendments were discussed that would bring the claims into a condition that would be 
suitable for allowance over the currently cited prior art. Specifically, Examiner Nasri 
indicated that independent claim 9 would be allowable (at least over the currently cited 
prior art) if language was added to make it clear that the slots be recessed and that the 
feet go into (inside of) the slots. Examiner Nasri also indicated that independent claim 
22 would be allowable (at least over the currently cited prior art) if the limitations of 
claim 23 were moved into claims 22. Further, Examiner Nasri indicated that 
independent claim 27 would be allowable (at least over the currently cited prior art) if 
the feet were required to project both downward and outward. Examiner Nasri said that 
such amendments would necessitate additional searching, but that if such searching 
did not reveal new art that is relevant to the patentability of the amended claims, that 
the claims would be in a condition suitable for allowance. Examiner Nasri also agreed 
to telephone the undersigned before issuing an additional office action if he found new 
grounds for rejection. 

Accordingly, Applicants have amended the claims in response to and 
consistently with the telephone interview with Examiner Nasri, in an effort to advance 
allowance of the application. Claims 9-13 and 22-37 are pending in the application. 
Claims 1 through 8 and 14 through 21 were previously cancelled (without prejudice), 
and claims 9, 22-24, and 27 have currently been amended. Specifically, claim 9 has 
been amended by adding language that the first slot and the second slot are 
"recessed". Language was also added that "the first slot of the second universal serial 
bus hub is configured to receive inside the first slot at least a portion of the first foot of 
the universal serial bus hub" and that "the second slot of the second universal serial 
bus hub is configured to receive inside the second slot at least a portion of the second 
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foot of the universal serial bus hub when the universal serial bus hub is stacked on top 
of the second universal serial bus hub" (wherein the underlining indicates the language 
that was added). 

Applicants submit that, no new matter has been introduced by the 
amendment of claim 9. Specifically, Applicants submit that the recessed shape of the 
slots is shown at least in originally submitted FIGS. 1, 4, and 9. Applicants also submit 
that it would be apparent to a person of ordinary skill in the art that the slots described 
in the specification would be recessed, or that the recessed nature of the slots would be 
inherent, at least if the description is taken into consideration. Applicants further submit 
that the changes to the claim language "the first slot of the second universal serial bus 
hub is configured to receive inside the first slot at least a portion of the first foot of the 
universal serial bus hub" and that "the second slot of the second universal serial bus 
hub is configured to receive inside the second slot at least a portion of the second foot 
of the universal serial bus hub when the universal serial bus hub is stacked on top of 
the second universal serial bus hub" are inherent or would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art. Specific paragraphs of the specification that describe 
the slots include paragraphs 0026 and 0028 of the published application, for example. 

Regarding independent claim 22, applicants have amended this claim by 
moving language into it that was previously found in dependent claim 23 (dependant 
upon claim 22) or that was found in claim 22 before previous amendments (e.g., the 
word "providing"). Applicants also took the language "stacking the hubs in the at least 
two orientations" out of claim 22, and moved it into claim 23, thus amending dependant 
claim 23 as well. Further, Applicants amended claim 24 to make it dependant upon 
claim 22 instead of claim 23. Applicants submit first that all of the language that was 
added to each of claims 22 and 23 was previously found in the claims, and second that 
no new matter has been introduced by reason of these amendments. Further, 
regarding independent claim 27, Applicants have removed the words "at least one of 
before "downward and outward", thus requiring that the "first foot and the second foot 
project downward and outward from at least part of the bottom portion", rather than 
"...at least one of downward and outward ...". Applicants submit that this configuration 
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is shown, for example, at least in FIGS. 3 and 7, and that no new matter has been 
introduced by reason of this amendment. Examiner Nasri also objected to claim 37 in 
the office action requesting that the words "and 37" be deleted from the end of the line. 
Applicants have made this amendment, thus correcting this obvious typographical error. 
Applicants submit that no new matter has been introduced by reason of this 
amendment to claim 37. 

In the Office Action mailed on December 5, 2006, the Patent Office 
rejected all of the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), 35 U.S.C. § 102(e), or both, as 
being unpatentable (obvious or anticipated) over U.S. patent 6,607,408 (Milan) alone, 
or for some claims, in view of U.S. Patent 5,645,434 (Leung). Milan, which was 
previously cited by the Patent Office, among other things, does not teach or suggest 
feet. Even if the bottom of the device shown in Milan is considered to be feet (which 
they would not be by a person of ordinary skill in the art), these portions are not 
symmetric and substantially similar, and are not located at opposite ends. In addition, 
they do not project downward or outward. In addition, the hubs of Milan are not 
attachably stackable in at least two orientations. Specifically, they are not shown or 
described as being stacked in the other orientation, and would not work if used for that 
purpose (e.g., the hub would tip over). Further, in Milan, no status indicators are visible 
though the top portion. 

Leung is newly cited by the Patent Office. Feet are shown on the 
drawings, but are not discussed in the specification. Further, only front feet are shown 
in the various drawings. The drawings show ovals on top of the hub that appear to 
correspond to where the front feet are located. Similar ovals are also shown in the 
back, which one can speculate might correspond to back feet, although such back feet 
are never shown or described in the patent. Leung shows stacking of the hubs, 
however, the feet are not symmetric (i.e., if feet correspond to the ovals, the front and 
back feet are closer together on right than on left). Further, there is no evidence that 
the ovals are recesses. No depth of the ovals is shown in any of the views, and on FIG. 
4B, the feet extend just as far where stacked as where not stacked. Thus, the ovals do 
not appear to be recesses that have any depth that the feet fit into. And the ovals are 
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not described at all in the specification. Thus, if these ovals were intended to be 
recesses, no enablement for such an interpretation is provided. There is no suggestion 
that the feet self-interlock, and there is no reason to believe that they would even self- 
align since the ovals do not appear to be recesses. Moreover, in the invention of 
Leung, alignment is accomplished at the connector 40 rather than with the feet (col. 3, 
lines 56-66). Further, the hubs of Leung are not attachably stackable, especially not in 
two orientations. In fact, they do not attach, at least through the feet, and two 
orientations are not shown or even described. Further, even if desired, someone 
cannot switch orientations because the feet and pads (assuming the ovals represent 
pads) are not the same distance apart at both ends. Also, cables 24 (FIG. 1) are too 
short, in the embodiment illustrated, and connector element 40 or receiving slot 56a 
would not align (see col. 5, lines 1-1 1) in an alternate orientation. 

Applicants submit that the cited references do not anticipate or obviate the 
current claims because these references do not teach or suggest all of the limitations of 
any of the currently pending claims. Specifically, Applicants submit that the prior art of 
record, even if combined, fails to teach or suggest all of the limitations of any of the 
pending claims. And to the extent that they remain applicable, Applicants incorporate 
by reference the remarks made in the RCE filed on November 15, 2006. 

As specific examples, the Applicants submit that neither Milan nor Leung 
teach or suggest "a first foot and a symmetric and substantially similar second foot 
located at opposite ends of the bottom portion; and a recessed first slot and a recessed 
second slot located at opposite ends of the top portion, wherein the first slot is located 
above the first region and the first foot; and the second slot is located above the second 
region and the second foot" as recited in independent claim 9, or "the first slot of the 
second universal serial bus hub is configured to receive inside the first slot at least a 
portion of the first foot of the universal serial bus hub and the second slot of the second 
universal serial bus hub is configured to receive inside the second slot at least a portion 
of the second foot of the universal serial bus hub when the universal serial bus hub is 
stacked on top of the second universal serial bus hub" as recited in that same claim. 
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Further, Applicants submit that neither Milan nor Leung teach or suggest 
"obtaining or providing a plurality of at least substantially similar hubs, each hub having 
multiple universal serial bus (USB) ports on at least one side wherein the hubs are 
attachably stackable in at least two orientations" as recited in independent claim 22, or 
"wherein each hub has a first region and a second region and wherein any two hubs are 
attachably stackable in a first orientation wherein the first region of a first hub is above 
the first region of a second hub and the second region of the first hub is above the 
second region of the second hub and wherein the two hubs are attachably stackable in 
a second orientation wherein the first region of the first hub is above the second region 
of the second hub and the second region of the first hub is above the first region of the 
second hub" as recited in that same claim. 

Even further, Applicants submit that neither Milan nor Leung teach or 
suggest "a bottom portion having at least a first foot having a first tab and a second foot 
having a second tab wherein the first foot and the second foot project downward and 
outward from at least part of the bottom portion" as recited in independent claim 27, or 
"wherein the hubs are stackable in a first orientation by inserting the first tab into the 
first slot and by inserting the second tab into the second slot; and wherein the hubs are 
stackable in a second orientation by inserting the first tab into the second slot and by 
inserting the second tab into the first slot" as recited in that same claim. Applicants 
further submit that regarding all of the obviousness rejections, no motivation has been 
established to combine either Milan or Leung with each other or with any other 
reference to arrive at the particular embodiments claimed in Applicants' current claims. 

Further, since Milan and Leung do not teach or suggest all of the 
limitations of any of the pending independent claims, these references do not teach or 
suggest all of the limitations of any of the pending dependent claims. In addition, many 
of the dependent claims contain further limitations not taught or suggested by the prior 
art of record. As an example, the cited references do not teach or suggest the limitation 
"wherein the first tab and the second tab are configured to deflect or flex to insert into 
the fist slot and the second slot and wherein substantially similar hubs are self-aligning 
and self-interlocking when stacked with each other" as recited in claims 36 and 37. 
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Further, many of the dependent claims, such as claims 11, 12, and 32, contain 
limitations requiring status indicators. The Patent Office has stated that status indicator 
lights are well known in the art. Applicants submit that even though status indicator 
lights have previously been contemplated, even if combined, the prior art of reference 
does not teach or suggest the specific arrangement, location, and application required 
by the current claims that require status indicators. For example, no teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation has been presented to include status indicators on a USB hub 
"wherein the group of status indicators are visible through a portion of the top portion" 
as recited in claim 1 1 . 

In conclusion, Applicants submit that since the cited references do not 
teach or suggest all of the limitations of any of the pending claims, and further because 
there is no motivation to combine the references, that the references neither anticipate 
nor obviate any of the pending claims. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration of the application and allowance of all pending claims. Should the 
Examiner determine that further amendments should be made to improve the form of 
the claims, or would be required for allowance, the Examiner is encouraged to 
telephone the undersigned as agreed in the telephone interview on January 17, 2007. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Allan W. Watts 

U.S. Reg. No. 45,930 

Bryan Cave LLP -x 

One Renaissance Square 

Two North Central Avenue, 

Suite 2200 

Phoenix, AZ 85004-4406 
allan.watts@bryancave.com 
Direct: 602-364-7331 
Fax: 602-716-8331 
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